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REMARKS 

Upon entry of the present amendment, claims 16 and 27 will have been amended while 
claims 24 and 25 will have been canceled without prejudice or disclaimer. 

In view of the hereincontained amendments and remarks, Applicants respectfully request 
reconsideration and withdrawal of each of the outstanding rejections set forth in the outstanding 
Official Action. Such action is respectfully requested and is now believed to be appropriate and 
proper. 

Initially, Applicants respectfully thank the Examiner for considering the documents cited 
in the Information Disclosure Statement filed in the present application on January 9, 2007, by 
the return of the signed and initialed PTO-1449 Form attached to the outstanding Official Action. 

Turning to the merits of the outstanding Official Action, the Examiner rejected clam 30 
under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite. The Examiner asserted that the 
claims fails to specifically point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which Applicants 
regard as the invention. 

By the present response, Applicants have amended independent claim 27, from which 
claim 30 depends, so as to ensure that all the terminology of claim 30 has adequate and sufficient 
antecedent basis. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal 
of the outstanding rejection of claim 30 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph. 

In the outstanding Official Action, the Examiner rejected claims 16, 19, 20, 27 and 30 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being anticipated by BROWN, JR. et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,761,083) in 
view of LI et al. (U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2002/0076939). Claims 17 and 18 
were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as unpatentable over BROWN, JR. et al. in view of LI et al. 
and further in view of KIKUCHI et al. (U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2003/0070438). 
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Claims 21, 22 and 28 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as unpatentable over BROWN, JR. et 
al. in view of LI et al. and further in view of KLINE et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,241,156). Claim 25 
was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as unpatentable over BROWN, JR. et al. in view of LI et al. 
and further in view of SOH (U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2002/01 15435). 

Applicants respectfully traverse each of the above-noted rejections and submit that they 
are inappropriate. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal 
thereof together with an indication of the allowability of all the claims pending in the present 
application. 

Applicants first note that although on the cover sheet of the outstanding Official Action 
the Examiner identified claim 24 as rejected, it does not appear to be listed in any of the 
rejections of the claims. Moreover, the recitations of claim 24 are not mentioned in any of the 
discussions of the rejections of other claims. Moreover, Applicants respectfully submit that the 
features of claim 24, in the claimed combination are not taught, disclosed or rendered obvious by 
any of the references cited by the Examiner, whether considered individually or whether 
considered in any proper combination. Accordingly, by the present response, Applicants have 
incorporated the substantive limitations of claim 24 (together with the limitations of claim 25) 
into each of independent claims 16 and 27. Accordingly, at least based on the Examiner's non- 
rejection of claim 24, it is respectfully submitted that claims 16 and 27 are now clearly in 
condition for allowance. 

Additionally, Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner's rejection of claims 16, 
19, 20, 27 and 30 as unpatentable over BROWN, JR. et al. and LI et al. is inappropriate. In 
particular, Applicants respectfully submit that BROWN, JR. et al. and LI et al., even if combined 
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as proposed by the Examiner, does not disclose the combination of features recited in 
Applicants' invention, as defined at least in claims 16 and 27. 

In particular, In setting forth the rejection, the Examiner explicitly admits that BROWN, 
JR. et al fails to teach a touch screen based monitor as well as various other features. The 
Examiner relies on LI et al. for these teachings. However, it is respectfully submitted that LI et 
al. does not disclose the combination of features recited in claim 16, particularly as herein 
amended. 

In discussing the LI et al. reference, the Examiner makes reference to paragraph [0033]. 
However, all that this paragraph of LI et al. discloses is that one example of the user interface 
may be a touch screen. Further, LI et al. discloses that to select a particular screen or function, 
the operator touches an area of the display screen and "pushes a button (not shown) on the pen". 
The touched area confirms being selected by the light pen by changing its color or displaying a 
new menu, for example. Thus, at the very least, LI et al. discloses selection by use of a light pen 
and clearly does not disclose the timetable having a number of cells and a control program 
converting colors of selected cells so that the cells selected to input the operation schedule from 
the air conditioner can be distinguished from non-selected cells and the selected cells, 
distinguished by the colors, can be displayed, as these features are recited in claims 16 and 27. 

All that LI et al. discloses is that, by pushing a button on a light pen, a portion of a 
display screen can be changed. This clearly does not supply admitted deficiencies of the 
BROWN, JR. et al. reference noted by the Examiner. 

In this regard, Applicants do not claim to have invented a touch screen. Applicants rather 
claim the touch screen as defined in Applicants' claims 16 and 27. As recited, the touch screen 
of Applicants' claim 16 clearly is patentably distinguished from the disclosure of LI et al. For 
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this reason alone, Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of the 
outstanding rejection. 

Moreover, the Examiner has not provided any logical reason supporting the combination 
of the BROWN, JR et al. and LI et al. disclosures. In this regard, Applicants note that BROWN, 
JR. et al. is directed to an energy management and home automation system, LI et al. is directed 
to manufacturing or processing gallium arsenide wafers via high density plasma chemical vapor 
deposition. The Examiner has given absolutely no reason why one should take a touch screen 
out of the gallium arsenide wafer processing method and use the same in an air conditioner 
control system as recited in Applicants' claim. The mere fact that the Examiner asserts, without 
any supporting evidence, that such would increase efficiency does not overcome the fact that the 
two references cited by the Examiner are from totally nonanalogous art areas. The Examiner has 
not set forth any logical reason why one would select the isolated touch screen feature of the 
totally nonanalogous art of LI et al. and use the same in the BROWN, JR. et al. energy 
management system. 

Clearly, the Examiner rejection and combination are based upon a reading of Applicants' 
disclosure. Such is inappropriate under 35 U.S.C. § 103. For this additional reason, it is 
respectfully submitted that the Examiner's rejection is inappropriate and should be withdrawn. 

Furthermore, the Examiner's asserted rationale of "increasing efficiency" can be asserted 
to justify any proposed combination and there is no disclosure in either of the references 
proposed to be combined by the Examiner that they lack efficiency and are in any need of an 
increase in efficiency. In this regard, it is worth noting that nowhere in the "Background of the 
Invention" or in the "Summary of the Invention" does LI et al. make any mention of the touch 
screen or that the use of a touch screen increases efficiency. BROWN, JR. et al. also does not 
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indicate that the management and automation system thereof suffers from any lack of efficiency. 
Clearly the motivation asserted by the Examiner is merely a justification for combining the 
reference based upon the roadmap provided by Applicants' disclosure. 

Accordingly, For each of the above-noted reasons and certainly for all of the above-noted 
reasons, Applicants respectfully submit that the claims in the present application are in condition 
for allowance and respectfully request an indication to such effect, in due course. 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

Applicants have made a sincere effort to place the present application in condition for 
allowance and believe that they have now done so. Applicants have amended the independent 
claims and canceled several dependent claims. Applicants have pointed out the basis for the 
patentability of the claims in the present application based upon the significant and substantial 
shortcomings of the references relied upon by the Examiner. Applicants have additionally 
shown that there is no proper basis for combining the references and that such combination is 
based on hindsight reconstruction using Applicants' disclosure as a roadmap. Accordingly, 
Applicants have provided a clear evidentiary basis supporting the patentability of all the claims 
in the present application and respectfully request an indication to such effect, in due course.. 

Any claims which have been amended in this response, and which have not been 
specifically noted as being amended to overcome a rejection based upon the prior art, should be 
considered to have been amended for a purpose unrelated to patentability, and no estoppel should 
be deemed to attach thereto. 

Should there be any questions or comments regarding this Response or the present 
application, the Examiner is invited to contact the undersigned at the below-listed telephone 
number. 



ibmitted, 



June 22, 2007 

GREENBLUM & BERNSTEIN, P.L.C. 
1950 Roland Clarke Place 
Reston,VA 20191 
(703) 716-1191 




William P/eprz 
Reg. Ho. 33630 
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